Duplication and Creation in Amoraic Literary Work
The Bavli tends to duplicate its language—from short terms and sayings to long and developed sugyot.  This is one of the most essential and well-known characteristics of this composition.  In most cases, duplication manifests in the appearance of the same textual units integrated into a different context, sometimes either shortened or drawn out, and in some cases with specific modifications to the changed location.  In this lecture, I will discuss another type of textual duplication in the Bavli—in units of halakhic back-and-forth where most of the dialectic development is formulated identically, but the topic or sources discussed is different in content or details.  This difference is reflected in several places within a uniform textual sequence, which includes components that function in the same way, but whose contents change according to the specific starting point of each unit.  The parallel between these units is seen, on the one hand, in the content and formulation of the duplicated components, and on the other, in the logical function of the changed components.  It’s important to emphasize that the duplicated dialectical passages I discuss here are not thin and abstract logical structures that can be suited to many sugyot, but rather consolidated and detailed passages that are firmly ingrained in their context.  This is the reason that each one of the passages I discuss only repeats in a few units, usually two or three.  
In my research, I have gathered several dozen examples of units with parallel dialectical passages.  Some appear one after the other, in one textual sequence, where sometimes one is marked as the alternative of the other by various phrases such as איכא דמתני or איכא דאמרי (‘there are some who teach’ or ‘there are some who say’), and some appear in distant locations—sometimes even in different chapters, tractates, or orders.  
In most of the cases, the duplication of a repeated passage is the work of an anonymous editor that cannot be dated, but in a few cases, there are convincing indications that the person responsible for the repeated use of the fixed passage is actually a named Amora.  These examples are especially important for understanding the historical context of the phenomenon and its features.  In this lecture, I will thus focus on the occurrence of the phenomenon of duplicated passages during the Amoraic era and the significance of these occurrences.  I will do so based on a short survey of two of the relevant examples, where I will attempt to define and more clearly demonstrate the key characteristics of the phenomenon in general.  
To keep to time, I will present the sugyot in a general and preliminary way, and won’t go into the thickets of their contents.  To demonstrate the phenomenon, I will present the unique type of structural similarity between the parallel textual units.  For this reason, I have chosen not to translate them into English.  To clarify the relationship between the various units, I divided the duplicated passages into stages and marked their fixed elements in various colors to contrast the components that change from unit to unit.   
· Yevamot/Zevachim/Chullin/Temurah/Gittin:
· יבמות/זבחים/חולין/תמורה/גיטין: 
My first example of such a duplicated passage appears in five sugyot scattered throughout the Talmud (Yevamot, Zevachim, Chullin, Temurah, and Gittin), each dealing with a completely different subject.  However, all of them have a clear commonality: they include an Amoraic exchange where one speaker presents a problem originating in the Land of Israel, and his interlocutor suggests switching it with a different problem.  There are also additional points of similarity in the structure of the sugyot and their language, where some of them are more similar to each other than others.  Each of these sugyot has two versions, where the second appears following the phrase רב נחמן בר יצחק מתני הכי (Rabbi Nahman bar Yitzhaki taught thus).  In all of the cases, at the basis of Rabbi Nahman bar Yitzhaki’s alternative suggestion is a switch between the original problem and the one suggested in its place, that is—he switches the order of the arguments in each of the sugyot and attributes them alternatively to different speakers.  
As can be seen in the charts in the presentation, all of Rabbi Nahman bar Yitzhaki’s alternate suggestions are very similar in their structure and language to the suggestions that preceded them.  (All of the similar elements are marked in black.  The components whose content changes from suggestion to suggestion, even though the function they fulfill within the passage is the same, are marked in red.  Elements that appear in only one suggestion and have no parallel in the second suggestion are marked in gray).
It seems that Rabbi Nahman bar Yitzhaki methodically conducted an act of textual criticism in five sugyot with similar characteristics—sugyot that he perhaps had as a collection, or perhaps collected himself.  This action entailed switching the order of elements of the sugyot before him, while adding content modifications as needed—perhaps based on original traditions he had which did not suit the versions of these sugyot.  In any case, it’s important to emphasize that in doing so he made sure to maintain the basic form of the dialectic.  
This fidelity throughout the suggestions switched by Rabbi Nahman bar Yitzhaki is called into question in one case—in Chullin—where several elements from the original suggestion appear to be missing in his alternate suggestion.  But actually—there are several reasons to suspect the originality of the contents of the first suggestion, and it may be that they were added after Rabbi Nahman bar Yitzhaki’s time.  In the sugya in Gittin, there’s also an additional change in the order of arguments in the two suggestions—beyond the basic switch that characterizes his suggestions in the other sugyot (as can be seen in the components marked in gray).  This change in order is very significant because it reveals to us that in this case Rabbi Nahman bar Yitzhaki did not determine the literary structure of his suggestion according to the passage of the sugya he sought to replace, but rather according to the duplicated passage in the other parallel units!

